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Abstract In language education, teaching a language as a 
foreign language is an emerging field compared to teaching it 
as a mother tongue. However, the experiences obtained in 
mother tongue education are adapted to teaching a language 
as a foreign language with various amendments and 
therefore progress in this field has been achieved. Council of 
Europe presented some common criteria for teaching a 
language as a foreign language and these criteria are put into 
practice in many countries, including Turkey, therefore 
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages 
is also applied in teaching Turkish as a foreign language. 
Using a microstructural analysis, this study tries to describe 
the problems and/or challenges in “text writing” as a product 
of Turkish writing act process experienced by Syrian 
refugees that were forced to take refuge in Turkey due to 
various reasons. 

Keywords Common European Framework of Reference 
for Languages, Text Generation, Learning Process, 
Microstructure, Cohesion, Coherence 


1. Introduction 

Language can be defined in several ways. The history of 
teaching a language as a foreign language, if not as old as the 
language itself, dates back to ancient times. One of the most 
important reasons of this ancientness is historical agedness 
of language [13]. It is stated that in 2225 BC, Acadians 
conquered the land of Sumerians whose civilization was 
more advanced than the former and Acadians learned the 
Sumerian language. This event has been recorded as the first 
time a language, both written and oral, was taught in human 
history. 

There is no concrete historical data for Turkish being 
taught as a foreign language. Although, according to Orkhon 
Scripts and sources belonging to Uyghur era, some hints 


were obtained that Turkish was learnt with non-systematic 
methods by foreigners, but there is no specific information 
about a systematic teaching of Turkish [2]. 

Today’s modern foreign language education policies are 
systematically implemented by the determination of 
common criteria by Council of Europe. Common European 
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) provides a 
common framework for foreign language education 
programs, textbooks etc. in all Europe. In addition to this, 
being able to use a foreign language with a means other than 
communication describes thoroughly which knowledge and 
skill is required to be improved. In order to deliver a 
successful communication, a particular set of skills and 
knowledge is required to be improved. These criteria, at the 
same time, complement to the skills that help them evaluate 
their own level of success in learning a foreign language at 
every stage of their lifelong learning process [7]. Common 
European Framework of Reference for Languages is a 
well-structured, fundamental study for foreign language 
education. These common criteria make it possible for 
language learning individuals to evaluate their own foreign 
language skills (listening, reading, speaking and writing) 
themselves [1]. 

Acquiring basic language skills (reading, speaking, 
writing, listening) is the primary and fundamental goal for 
both teaching Turkish as a mother tongue and as a foreign 
language. In teaching Turkish as a foreign language, “writing 
skill is not obtained naturally. It is learnt subsequently and 
transferred culturally from natural environments or with the 
help of a structured program. As writing skills should be 
learnt through experiences and continuous practices.” [18]. 

In writing skill (more specifically in “text generation”), 
the common agreement is of the direction that the 
psychological and cognitive structure is arranged as 
“planning, transcribing and reviewing” [9, retrieved from 19). 
Flower and Hayes [9, 10], focused on how the writer, in the 
writing process, composed the words or structural forms in 
the cognitive base. In the aforementioned study, only 
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rhetorical problems were stated; the emphasis was not put on 
whether the writer had other problems or not. As [21] states, 
the natural environment and the mother tongue of the 
individual, who tries to learn the writing skill, and also the 
target language/environment, where the individual resides, is 
quite influential in the learning curve of that particular 
individual. 

There is a serious interaction between the student’s mother 
tongue and the target language in the learning process of the 
individual, and during the interaction process some transfers 
are eventuated. This code shifting or copying may appear 
positively, negatively or fundamentally [see. 16]. At the 
same time, the copying from the student’s mother tongue to 
the target language occurs as global copying or selective 
copying [16]. This process is sometimes realized by the 
student himself consciously and sometimes comes out as an 
implicit behavior within the learning process. 

In situations where the copying is transferred formally 
wrong, for instance plural structures in a foreigner’s mother 
tongue (assuming she/he is English and learning Turkish) are 
constructed as “two apples”, in which the word before the 
noun states plurality and the noun gets plural suffix, it is 
probable that she/he transfers it directly to Turkish: two 
apples. However, in Turkish the structure of “TV. iki elmalar 
{Ing. two apples)” is not accepted. In such a structure, when 
the word before the noun states a numerical plurality, the 
noun does not require a plural suffix: “TV. iki elma {Ing. two 
apples)”. Apart from this and similar formal factors, it is 
important to determine semantic comprehensions of the 
target language that the foreign language student is learning. 
In this respect, it will be convenient to mention textuality 
criteria, especially text-centered textuality criteria, which are 
frequently mentioned in the literature and currently being 
studied. 

As a product of writing skill, text has two directly 
observable criteria. They are called “cohesion” and 
“coherence” under the title of intra-textual criteria. As it is 
already known, for a text to be a text, these criteria are 
essential and they are specified as “cohesion, coherence, 
reasonableness, contingency, informativity, intertextual 
relation” by [4], In educational studies based on linguistics 
insight "the textual metafunction is considered by focusing 
on cohesion, and the multimodal use of cohesive devices 
such as repetition, reference, omission, substitution, and 
intertextual reference and coherence [22]”. In language 
education, not only the teaching of grammatical rules or 
formal elements - here, indirectly, cohesion is in the 
foreground - [8], but also the teaching of various language 
skills and the usage of such skills as responsibility and 
courage, attitude, and coherence in target language should be 
provided. 


In this respect, measurement of writing skill should be 
analyzed on the basis of these two criteria (cohesion and 
coherence) and many studies in the literature focuses on 
cohesion and coherence in texts. Studies in the area of second 
language acquisition and education are mostly constituted on 
cohesion and coherence [5]. Apart from cohesion and 
coherence, and basically covering these criteria, three 
structures come into prominence in analyzing a text: 

Microstructure: It refers to an arrangement between 
clauses. Determination of structures such as references, 
elliptical forms, agglutination elements is a microstructural 
analysis. 

Macrostructure: It is a portrayal that addresses to the main 
sections of the text in the context of plot, narrative program, 
narrator, etc. 

Superstructure: It refers to essential characteristics that 
every text has. Text types and sorts, and out of context 
comments are related with superstructure [11]. 

Cohesion requires a clear lexical and grammatical formal 
coding. [12] studies cohesion in two parts: grammatical 
cohesion and lexical cohesion . [12] classifies grammatical 
cohesion into four major categories: 

a) Reference'. It takes in two forms: endophora, the 
interpretation of reference lies within the text, and 
exophora the interpretation of reference lies beyond the 
text. 

b) Substitution'. Very similar to ellipsis, substitution is the 
replacement of one item with another. Substitution can 
take place in three forms; verbal substitution, nominal 
substitution and clausal substitution. 

c) Ellipsis, unlike substitution, is the omission of the item 
and where there is ellipsis, there is a presupposition, in 
the structure that something is to be supplied or 
'understood’. 

d) Conjunctions are formal patterns that provide a text to 
be lined up with a logical succession (for detailed 
information, see 12). 

According to [12], cohesion is a fact already in the text, in 
other words, in the formation of cohesion the reader/receiver 
does not have any contribution. However, these approaches 
of the aforementioned two researchers have been criticized. 
It is usual to come across with texts (see Table 1) that do not 
have formal characteristics of cohesion but are read and 
understood and known to receivers/readers as coherent and 
consistent [14]: 

Therefore, cohesion and coherence notions are not 
prerequisite for one another even though they are mentioned 
in the text. Even when there is a problematic and a lacking 
structure regarding the cohesion elements like in the 
invitation sample below, the reader can make this text 
meaningful and coherent with his background and world 
knowledge: 


1 Lexical cohesion is not included as it is out of the scope of this study. 
Analysis of Reiteration and collocation notions shall widen the scope of this 
study and take away the study from its aim. 
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Table 1 . Invitation sample 


Necip Mahfuzla Soylesi 
“Arap Romamnda Dini ve Folklorik Mirasin 
tslevsellestirilinesi” 

Per^embe: Ak§am Saat Yedi, tbn-i Haldun 
Salonu 

Herkese A<pk Davet 

Talk with Necip Mahfuz 

“Functionalization of Religious and Folkloric Heritage in 
Arabian Novel ” 

Thursday, 7 pm., Ibn-i Haldun Hall 

Public Invitation 

Coherence refers to focusing on lexical relations more 
than formal patterns of text. Comprehensiveness, coherence 
and transparency [7], as well as precision, play a great role in 
developing intercultural communicative awareness and 
competence among learners [20] and this can be introduced 
and developed by language teachers. 

Coherence relations in a text also provide readers with 
various hints about the main way of thinking belonging to the 
writer. As the writer cannot separate the case, the incident or 
the thoughts he revealed (even in his fictitious texts where he 
recreates a new world) from his own personal background 
and world knowledge. This is valid for all individuals. 

Hume (1748) dealt with coherence as a way of thinking 
and [17] divided it into three main types. Studies regarding 
the types of coherence relations and text analyses in this field 
accelerated undoubtedly with the studies of Mann and 
Thompson (1986, 1987) [17]. [17]’s coherence relations 
appear simpler and applicable in terms of text analyses: a) 
resemblance relations, b) cause-effect relations, c) contiguity 
relations [for detailed information see [17]: 

1. Resemblance relations: Resemblance relation is 
analyzed in six different styles of thinking: 
a Parallel: It is formed by two propositions and both 
propositions have the same value: 
b Dick Gephardt organized rallies for Gore, and Tom 
Daschle distributed pamphlets for him [17]. 
c Contrast: We can change the example phrases of 
Parallel and, generally, re-form it by using conjunctions 
such as but, however, etc.: 

d Gephardt supported Gore, but Armey opposed him. 
e Exemplification: In here, containment relation is in the 
foreground, and primary proposition contains the 
consequent proposition semantically: 
f Young aspiring politicians often support their party's 
presidential candidate. For instance, Bayh campaigned 
hard for Gore in 2000 [17]. 

g Generalization: Here, containment relation in 
exemplification is reversed: 

h Bayh campaigned hard for Gore in 2000. Young 
aspiring politicians often support their party's 
presidential candidate. 


4jlj j jjl y 

jjjJU- ‘Lc-li tfrL—^ —Jl : 

oU iy .jjl 

i Exception: Introduced with primary proposition, notion 
map is excluded with exception via using consequent 
proposition, and exception can be observed through 
“although, nevertheless” structures. 

Young aspiring politicians often support their party's 
presidential candidate. However, Rudy Guilliani supported 
Mario Cuomo in 1994. 
or 

Rudy Guilliani supported Mario Cuomo in 1994. 
Nonetheless, young aspiring politicians often support their 
party's presidential candidate. 

a Elaboration: Phrase form that takes place in the primary 
proposition is introduced in details in consequent 
proposition: 

A young aspiring politician was arrested in Texas today. 
John Smith, 34, was nabbed in a Houston law firm while 
attempting to embezzle funds for his campaign. 

2. Cause-Effect relations are analyzed in four parts: 

a. Result: Consequent proposition is an inference of 
primary proposition [17]: 

“George is a politician, and therefore he's dishonest” 

b. Explanation: Reversed form of result relation: 

“George is dishonest, because he's a politician." 

or 

"George is dishonest. He's a politician” [17] 

c. Violated Expectation: Resembles to the result relation; 
second proposition is established with the expected 
consequent proposition by the semantical inference of 
primary proposition or with the reverse of “Result”. 

“George is a politician, but he's honest”. 

d. Denial of Preventer: Reverse of Violated Expectation 
“George is honest, even though he's a politician.” [17] 

3. Contiguity relations'. Dealt with two different forms of 
occasion relations (Situation 1 and Situation 2). Contiguity 
relation is essentially in the same form as occasion in the way 
it is dealt by Hobbs (1900). In both propositions, there is a 
temporal rank between propositions: 

George picked up the speech. He began to read. [17]. 

2. Aim 

The aim of this study is to analyze and describe the written 
texts of Syrian refugee students who learn Turkish in Omer 
Halisdemir University Turkish Education Application and 
Research Center within a program framework that uses 
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European Language Portfolio and students are graded in Al, 
B1 and Cl, in terms of microstructural elements; cohesion 
and coherence. In this regard, a Cohesion Measurement Tool 
(ANNEX 1), adjusted to the typology of Turkish, is formed 
based on [12] and with the contributions of [23] and [15] and 
these texts are analyzed according to this tool. As for 
coherence, coherence relations in written texts are analyzed 
by taking [17] as a basis by researchers. 

3. Data Collection and Method 

In line with the study, separate and elective questions for 
each level were prepared for the Syrian students learning 
Turkish in Omer Halisdemir University Turkish Education 
Application and Research Center, in accordance with the 
acquisition of writing skill that is one of the main skills of 
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: 
Learning-Teaching and Assessment [3]. Students formed a 
text by choosing one of the questions prepared for each level. 

The following questions were directed to 17 students in 
Al level and students responded to one question they 
preferred. Therefore a database of 1989 words and 382 
sentences has been formed: 

a (Tr) Ge?en yil nasil bir hayatm vardi? Neredeydin? 
Ne(ler) yapiyordun? vb. sorularma yamt veren bir metin 
olu§turunuz. 

[a. (Ing) Form a text that responds to questions such as 
How was your life last year? Where were you? Wlmt 
were you doing?] 

b (Tr.) Ba§ka bir iilkede ya^ayan bir arkada^miza 

hayatmizi anlatan, duygu ve du§uncelerinizi ifade eden 
bir mektup yaziniz. 

[. b. (Ing.) Write a letter that describes your life, feelings 
and thoughts to a friend of yours who lives in another 
country.] 

c (Tr.) Gezdiginiz §ehirlerden birini/kendi §ehrinizi 

tamtimz. §ehrin tarihi, kulturii, turistik yerleri, 
yemekleri hakkinda bilgi veriniz. 

[c. (Ing.) Introduce one of the cities you visited/your city. 
Give information about the history’, culture, touristic 
places, cuisine of the city.] 

Three elective questions below were directed to 20 
students in B1 level, and a database of 2733 words and 347 
sentences has been formed: 

a (Tr.) Ulkenizden bir arkada^miz size Tiirkiye’de egitim 
almayi du§iindugunu soyleyen bir e-posta yazim§. 
Sizden ba§vuru §artlari, Tiirkiye’deki ya§am ko^ullari 
hakkmda bilgi vermenizi istiyor. Arkadasquiza 
Tiirkiye’de ya^amak ve egitim aimak ile ilgili genel 
bilgiler veren bir e-posta yaziniz. E-postamzda 
Tiirkiye’de egitim almayi onerebilir ya da 
onermeyebilirsiniz. Her iki durum i^in nedenlerinizi 
ayrmtili olarak afiklaymiz. 


[a. (Ing.) One of your friends from your country sent 
you an e-mail about his idea of getting education in 
Turkey. He/She asks you for application rules, about 
living conditions in Turkey. Write your friend an e-mail 
giving general information about living and getting 
education in Turkey. In your e-mail, you may or may not 
recommend getting education in Turkey. Describe in 
details your reasons for both situations.] 

b (Tr.) Hayattaki en biiyiik pi$manligimz nedir? Ke§ke 
oyle yapmasaydim ya da oyle davranmasaydim 
dediginiz durumlar var mi? §imdi aym durumda 
olsaydmiz farkh davramr miydmiz? Eger farkli 
davramrdim diyorsamz nasil davramrdmiz? Bu olay(lar) 
sizi nasil etkiledi ve degi^tirdi? 

\b. (Ing.) What is your biggest regret in life? Are there 
any situations in which you wish you did or did not 
behave that way? Would you behave differently, if you 
were in the same situation now? If you say yes, how 
would you behave? How did these incidents) affect and 
change you?] 

c (Tr.) Son donemlerde ozellikle gentler arasinda yaygin 
olan marka takmtisi hakkmda neler dii§unuyorsunuz? 
“Marka” ne demektir ve markamn onemi nedir? Marka 
takmtisi sadece kiyafet alirken mi kendisini gosterir 
yoksa ba§ka alanlarda da marka takmtismdan soz 
edebilir miyiz? Sizin marka merakmiz var mi? 
insanlardaki marka takmtilarinm nedenleri neler 
olabilir? 

[c. (Ing.) What do you think about the brand obsession 
that is especially common between the young recently? 
What is “brand" and what is its importance? Does 
brand obsession appear whilst only buying clothes or 
can we mention about it in other areas? Do you have a 
brand obsession? What do you think about the reasons 
of brand obsession of people?] 

In Cl level, 19 students answered one of the two questions 

below, and a database of 2856 words and 301 sentences has 

been formed: 

a (Tr.) Yeni bir dil ogrenmek neden onemlidir? Dil 
ogrenmek insana neler katar, insamn hayatinda neleri 
degifjtirir? Farkh diller bilmek insamn kariyerine ve 
sosyal hayatma katkida bulunur mu? Turkic ogrenmek 
sizin hayatmizda neler degifjtirdi? Kendi dil ogrenim 
siirecinizin de ornekler vererek bu sorulara yamt veren 
bir metin olu^turunuz. 

[a. (Ing.) Why is it important to learn a new language? 
What does learning a language add to a person? What 
does it change in a person s life? Does speaking 
different languages contribute to a person s career and 
social life? What did learning Turkish change in your 
life? Form a text answering these questions by giving 
examples from your own language learning process.] 

b (Tr.) Kahramanlar: Kendiniz, en yakin arkada^miz, 
Leyla, avci, krai, d6vu§?u, karinca, robot, hirsiz Zaman: 
Giinlerden bir gun, guniimiiz, 100 yil once, 2250 yilmda, 
gece, sabah. Mekan: Lunapark, diinya, issiz ada, orman. 
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uzay gemisi, ufak, saray, hapishane Yukaridaki 
kahramanlar, zaman ve mekanlardan en az iki§er 
tanesini kullanarak bir oykii olu^turunuz. 

[. b. (Ing.) Hemes: Yourself, your best friend, Layla, 
hunter, king, fighter, ant, robot, thief Time: One fine day, 
nowadays, 100 years ago, in the year of 2250, night, 
morning. Location: Fun fair, earth, deserted island, 
forest, spaceship, airplane, palace, jailhouse Compose 
a story by using at least two of the heroes, time and 
locations above.] 

The study is based on the analysis of the texts acquired 
from the database of answers to questions given by the 
students and the description of this database is structured 
with document analysis. 

4. Findings 

Cohesion and coherence facts, observed constantly 
without making any changes at Al, B1 and Cl levels, will be 
provided at the end of the section. When we look at the 
written texts of the students at Al, B1 and Cl level 
respectively, we come across with such situations as 
described below: 

In Al level, average number of words in a sentences is 5,2. 

According to the findings of Cohesion Measurement Tool 
used in the research, 92 words were misspelt in 382 
sentences containing 1989 words by Al level students 
(4,15%). The most frequent misspellings are “ §emdi (§imdi > 
Ing. “now”), Tiirkiy, Turfy (Turkiye>lng. “Turkey”), 
Felistin, ayne (ayna>Ing. “mirror”), yipl, yipllik (yepl>Ing. 
“green ”), bene (bana>Ing. ”(to) me ”) ” etc. 

Incorrect usage of infinitive structures in Turkish is often 
observed at this level: 

• Tr. “Ben 50 k sevmek istiyor okumak (Ben okumayi 90 k 
sevmek istiyorum) 

• Ing. “I so much to love want reading (1 want to love 
reading so much) ...” 

• Tr. “Hayat renkli tatmak 9 ah§iyor (Hayati renkli 
ya^amak iq:in gali^iyorum)... 

• Ing. “Life colorful taste try (I try to live life 
colorfully)...” 

Transfer factors are relatively few and students repeated 
the pronouns continuously: 

“A few months ago my life went very happily and 1 then 
did not ask for anything because there, in the distant, I have a 
family and I...” 

Similarly, substitution and ellipsis is not a notion that 
usually takes place in students’ texts. 

In the notion of substitution, students’ written texts are 
quite weak. Substitution factors barely exist and the ones that 


2 The examples in the study are taken originally from the written texts of 
students and the corrected forms in Turkish are stated in brackets. 


exist go to the question itself that was asked to students. For 
example, when “Syria” is used in the question, “Tr. ora, 
orada, uzakta (Ing. there, that place, distant)” are used; and 
when “Turkey” is used in the question, “Tr. burasi, burn, 
burada (Ing. here, this place, over here)” are used in the 
answer. Besides, in students’ texts, noun phrases are repeated 
much the same and rewritten without using substitution: 

Tr. Birka 9 ay once benim hayatim 90 k mutlu ge 9 ti ve ben 
o zaman hi 9 bir §ey istemedim 9 unku orada, uzakta ailem var 
ve ben ...” 

Ing. “A few months ago my life went very happily and I 
then did not ask for anything because there, in the distant, I 
have a family and I...” 

In the context of linguistic copying, when composing 
plural forms, students transferred the structures from their 
mother tongues into Turkish verbatim. In plural forms, in 
contrast to the morphology of Turkish, students compose 
both phrases of structures in plural: 

Tr. “Diinyamn birqok giizel $ehirler var biliyorum ama 
benim i 9 in Halep diinyamn en giizel §ehridir. 

Ing. “I know there are many beautiful cities in the world 
but for me Aleppo is the most beautiful city in the world. 

Tr. “Halep’te 90 k lokantalar ve 9 ar§ilar var.” 

Ing. There are many restaurants and shops in Aleppo. 

Among conjunctions, students use “and” most frequently, 
and for the other conjunctions that provide temporal 
succession, we observe “after that, then”. The conjunctions 
“because, but” are used rarely and conjunctions used in this 
regard are side order conjunctions: 

Tr. “Flalep’in yemekleri baharatli, ozel ve 90 k lezzetli.” 

Ing. “Aleppo dishes are spicy, special and very delicious.” 

Tr. “Firat nehir ve biiyiik bir koprii var.” 

Ing. “Euphrates is river and there is a big bridge.” 

Tr. “.. .her yer ye§il ve utantik...” 

Ing. “...every where is green and authentic ...” 

Tr. “...meyveleri ve sebzeleri...” 

Ing. “.. .its fruits and vegetables ...” 

Tr. “Turistler daima yemeklerden yiyorlar ve 
egleniyorlar.” 

Ing. “Tourists always eat the food and have fun.” 

Tr. ‘Istanbul §ehirine gittim qiinkii ablam vardi.” 

Ing. “I went to city of Istanbul because my sister was 
there.” 

Tr. “Suriye’ye dondiim, bir bu 9 uk ay ailemde kaldim 
sonra yine istanbul’a geldim.” 

Ing. “I returned to Syria, stayed at my family for one and a 
half months then came back to Istanbul.” 

Tr. “Ondan sonra bir ticaret §irketinde i§ buldum.” 

Ing. “After that I found a job in a trade company.” 

Tr. Mimarhk istiyordum ama olmadi ve Nigde iiniversitesi 
iktisat bolumunii kazandim. 

Ing. I wanted to study architecture but it did not happen 
and I get into Nigde University Economics Department. 

Among 382 sentences in Al level texts, 238 coherence 
relations have been determined. Coherence relations are 
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based on resemblance (133), Cause-Effect (65) and 
Contiguity (40) relations. 


Table 2. A1 level coherence structure 



A1 Level 

Resemblance 

Relations 

Parallel 

63 

133 

(%55,9) 

Contrast 

- 

Exemplification 

12 

Generalization 

6 

Exception 

- 

Elaboration 

52 

Cause-Effect 

Relations 

Result 

24 

65 

(%27,3) 

Explanation 

22 

Violated Expectation 

19 

Denial of Preventer 

- 

Contiguity 

Contingency 

40 

40 

(%16,8) 


Average number of words in a sentence in B1 level is 7,87. 

The number of misspelt words in the database of 2733 
words in B1 level written texts is 56 (2,04%). The most 
frequent misspellings are “piemen (pipnan), digigtirecegim 
(degi^tirecegim), ba§k (basket), babam duymama (babamin 
duymamasi), yaramazliktan (yaramazligindan)” etc. 

Usage of infinitive structures decreases and usage of 
clauses (noun and adjective clauses) increases among B1 
level students: 

Tr. “babam duymama i^in kts sesle, ke§ke babam olsaydi 
diyorum’’ [error] 

Tr. (Babamin duymamasi i?in ktstk sesle, ke§ke babam 
olsaydi diyorum) [true] 

Ing. “in order for my father not to hear, with hoarse voice, 
I say 1 had a father” 

Tr. “Hayatimiz bir gogu §ey...” [error] 

Tr. (Hayatimizdaki birfok §ey) [true] 

Ing (Many things in our life) 

Errors seen in plural patterns at A1 level are not observed 
at B1 level: 

Tr. “iki hafta boyunca benimle konu^uyordu.” 

Ing. “He/she spoke with me for two weeks.” 

Tr. “iki yil sonra bir focugum oldu.” 

Ing. “I had a child after two years.” 

When it comes to reference, B1 level students are able to 
apply the already available pronoun-drop structure in their 
mother tongues into Turkish as well. In this respect, it is 
possible to come across with almost every type of references: 


Tr. “Hayatmuzda biiyiik hatalar yaptyoruz ve bu 
hatalar...” 

Ing. “We make big mistakes in our life and these 
mistakes ...” 

Tr. “Okuldan eve geliyorum. O gun benim i?in 90 k zordu.” 

Ing. “I come home from school. That day was difficult for 
me.” 

Tr. “Onlara gore markali uriinler daha giizel. Market 
takintisi olanlar iyice yayildt.” 

Ing “For them branded products are nicer. Ones with 
brand obsession expanded much.” 

In the usage of conjunctions, again, the most frequently 
used ones are co-ordinate conjunctions. (Tr.: ve, ile, gun kit, 
ama...vb. Ing.: and, with, because, but, etc...): 

Tr. “Uzakta ailem var ve en iyi arkada^lartm var ve en 
onemlisi...” 

Ing. “In the distant, 1 have a family and 1 have best friends 
and most importantly...” 

Tr. “(jXinku ben onceden miihendislik boliimune 
ba^ladtm.” 

Ing. “Because 1 started engineering department earlier.” 

Tr. “Reklamcilik bolumunii kabul etmi^ti ama sevmedim 
gunkii...” 

Ing. “He/She accepted advertisement department but I did 
not like because...” 

Tr. “Ama benim ailem iiniversitede egitimimi tamamlama 
istiyor.” 

Ing. “But my family wants me to complete my education 
at university.” 

Besides coordinate conjunctions, discourse markers are 
encountered too: 

Tr. “Kxgke Suriye’ye geri donsem.” 

Ing. “I wish I go back to Syria.” 

Tr. “Ke§ke bu olay tekrar olsa.” 

Ing. “I wish this incident happens again.” 

Tr. “Kcgke kegkelcr olmasaydi.” 

Ing. “I wish there were no T wish’es” 

Tr. “Maalesef vatammdan ayrtldim.” 

Ing. “Unfortunately 1 left my homeland.” 

Tr. “Buna ragmen isjletmcye okudum.” 

Ing. “In spite of this, I studied management.” 

B 1 level students cannot apply the rule of changing the 
affixes according to the vowel harmony exactly the same as 
A1 level students: “reklamcilik (reklamcilik), hayatimde 
(hayatimda), sepmaz (sepmez), one (ona)...etc.” 

Upon analyzing the coherence relation, among 347 
sentences in A1 level texts, 352 coherence relations have 
been determined. The types of relations mostly used among 
coherence relations are; resemblance (173), Cause-Effect 
(116) and Contiguity (63) relations respectively: 
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Table 3. B1 level coherence structure 



B1 Level 

Resemblance 

Relations 

Parallel 

52 

173 

(%49,14) 

Contrast 

5 

Exemplification 

40 

Generalization 

14 

Exception 

4 

Elaboration 

59 

Cause-Effect 

Relations 

Result 

46 

116 

(%32,96) 

Explanation 

45 

Violated Expectation 

21 

Denial of Preventer 

4 

Contiguity 

Contingency 

63 

63 

(%17,9) 


Average number of words in a sentence in Cl level is 9,48. 
29 words out of 2856-word database in Cl level were 
misspelt (1,01%). These are “madem ki (mademki), oysa ki 
(oysaki), atasoz (atasdzii), hemde (hem de) orgendigi 
(ogrendigi), dile (dille), kufor (kuafor), barber (berber), 
turkey ...etc.” Also, mistakes regarding the failure of 
capitalization of the first letter of proper nouns are observed, 
“tiirkpe, turkey, fransizca...etc.”. 

The ratio of conjunction usage in Cl level students is quite 
low. Phrases are usually connected to each other by using 
conjunctions that are in the form of affixes, such as (-meden, 
-medigim, -dugu zaman, -meden once...etc.). Conjunctions 
that are in the form of words are also used, such as “7V.: ve, 
giinkii, ama, kegke, bu yiizden, hatta, tabii ki, neyse > Ing.: 
and, because, but, if only, “ therefore, even, surely, anyway ”. 

Apart from reference, alteration structures are also 
observed in Cl students: 

Tr. “...hemde ikisi de Miisluman bu yiizden bizi 
birbirimize pok yakla^tinyor” 

Ing. “.. .also both of them are Muslim therefore it makes us 
approach to each other much” 

In the usage of conjunctions, there are varieties in the 
usage of discourse markers in addition to coordinate 
conjunctions as mentioned: 

Tr. “Fransizca boliimtinde girdim tabiki o siire pok mutlu 
oldum.” 

Ing. “I get into the French department of course I became 
very happy at that moment.” 

Tr. “...vatammda sava§ ballad: neyse turkeyi (Tiirkiye’ye) 
geldigimde... 

Ing. “...war broke out in my homeland anyway when I 
came to turkey ... 

Tr. “tiirkfe pok zengin bir dil hatt (hatta) ben tiirkge 
konu§urken...” 

Ing. “turkish is a very rich language even when I speak 
turkish...” 


In respect with coherence relations, in Cl level, 372 
coherence relations were determined among 301 sentences. 
Turkish language may present more than one relation in one 
sentence in some complex structures: 

Tr. “...pok mutlu oldum ama maalesef okul bitmeden 
vatammda sava§ ba^ladi.” 

Ing. “.. .1 became very happy but unfortunately war broke 
out in my homeland before school finished.” 

In the sample structure above “become happy” introduces 
a result relation, and “I became very happy but unfortunately 
war broke out in my homeland before school finished” 
introduces a violated expectation relation. 

The most frequently used relations among coherence 
relations are; resemblance (175), Cause-Effect (125) and 
Contiguity (72) relations successively: 


Table 4. C1 level coherence structure 



Cl Level 

Resemblance 

Relations 

Parallel 

48 

175 

(%47,04) 

Contrast 

8 

Exemplification 

41 

Generalization 

22 

Exception 

6 

Elaboration 

50 

Cause-Effect 

Relations 

Result 

36 

125 

(%33,6) 

Explanation 

53 

Violated Expectation 

27 

Denial of Preventer 

9 

Contiguity 

Contingency 

72 

72 

(%19,36) 


Looking at the common problems observed in every level, 
we see that haplology notion is not understood in any of the 
levels (Al, B1 and Cl) and haplology is not observed; “§ehiri, 
karmini” ...etc. Moreover, at the beginning of the sentences 
the words begin in capital letters but the rule of proper nouns 
beginning with capital letters is not observed in every level. 

5. Results and Discussion 

Constructed sentences of Al level students contain 
approximately 5 to 6 words. Sentences are connected to each 
other by using side by side ordering conjunctions. This 
shows that the students prefer simple sentences in terms of 
the sentence structure and have not yet comprehended 
co-ordinate sentence structures. Considering that education 
should start from simple and continue on to complex, it is 
naturally expected that students construct such sentences. 

Misspellings by students are generally a result of negative 
copying. Students associated the words in the target language 
to the ones in their mother tongues. For example, the word 
“Tr. §imdi (Ar. 'J'u)”, has a similar pronunciation in Arabic, 
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therefore we see that the first sound was changed into “e” 
when writing in Turkish. In the next example, the effect of 
English is high in making the resemblance. The spelling of 
“Turkey” indicates that there is a negative effect of English 
and students spell the word as “Tiirkiy or Tiirky” in the 
written texts. In this respect, there is a tendency for the 
student to resemble, copy the words in the target language 
and apply it to the mother tongue or another language in 
his/her background. This situation should be considered 
natural among individuals learning a foreign language, 
especially at the beginning level. 

A1 level Syrian students use infinitives in Turkish 
frequently. Even though Arabic and Turkish have similarities, 
they are different languages in the end. Arabic is an 
inflexible language, whereas Turkish is an agglutinative 
language. The reason that the first level students are not 
familiar with the agglutinative language structure, they used 
infinitive structures often since this is the easiest way to 
make additions, and maybe, it could also be resulted from the 
fact that this the first type of addition they are taught. 
Particularly, we see this in the usage of “bene (Tr. bana > Ing. 
(to) me)”; the Turkish word “band” that acts like the 
inflexible structure of Arabic is written as “bene” by Syrian 
students in order to adapt it to the agglutination process of 
Turkish. 

Reference elements are not frequent in students’ texts. 
References are made to the question itself, out of text 
reference. As the reference does not occur, word repetitions, 
like noun phrases and pronouns, are made within the text. 
Although Arabic is a pro-drop language similar to Turkish, it 
is a subject of discussion why students cannot comprehend 
this situation at the beginning level. 

In terms of coherence relations, the fact that students used 
structurally simple phrases caused the number of sentences 
to increase compared to the number of coherence relations. 
Considering the coherence relations by kind, frequent usage 
of resemblance relations is of the characteristics that 
supports this situation. In fact, resemblance relations allow 
fictions that could only be considered basic in terms of 
principal way of thinking. 

B1 level students, in average, started to use 7,87 words in a 
sentence. Compared to A1 level, the average number of 
words in a sentence is increased. This situation shows that 
the students started to make more complex structures and 
their vocabulary gradually increased. 

B1 level students whose misspellings decreased gradually 
tend to narrow (mostly i) the open vowels (mostly e) in the 
words. It is possible to mention a general e > i change in B1 
level. In Arabic fetha “—”, kesra “—” and damme “—” state 
short vowels. According to this, fetha is used for “a” and “e”, 
and kesra is used for “i”. Possible e > i change can be an 
indication of students not being able to transfer the difference 
in related letters into Turkish yet. Besides, misspellings are 
far from word roots; they are mostly about the usage of 
affixes seen in noun clauses. It can be stated that since 
Turkish followed a different way form a word than Arabic 


caused this type of mistakes continued in B1 level as well. 

In B1 level, usage of infinitive has been replaced slowly 
by noun phrases, however, mistakes occurred in the usage of 
affixes in noun phrases. Especially in noun phrases correct 
usage of determinant and determined affixes are not seen 
much. This can be explained with different ways of word 
formation in language structures. Syrians whose mother 
tongue is Arabic may have similar problems when they come 
across with a language that has different word formation. In 
fact, situations of Syrian students who learn foreign 
languages other than Turkish should be analyzed separately. 

Mistakes observed in plurality structures in A1 level 
disappeared completely in B1 level. Therefore, students did 
not make mistakes when using some collective nouns, “Tr. 
bazi insanlar {Ing. some people)”. 

Usage of co-ordinate conjunctions is quite high among all 
conjunctions. But different from A1 level, usage of “Tr. ama, 
giinkii, fakat (Ing. but, because, however)” conjunctions 
increased in addition to “Tr. ve {Ing. and)” conjunction. Thus, 
it is expected to have a similar change in the coherence 
relations. Such that these conjunctions are the formal aspects 
of coherence relations such as violated expectation, 
explanation, and contrast relations. Besides, too many usages 
of “Tr. keqke (Ing.I wish)” and “Tr. maalesef (Ing. 
unfortunately)” as a discourse marker are a linguistic 
expression of a societal problem for Syrians taking refuge in 
Turkey. This result can be specifically a subject of a separate 
study from a sociolinguistic perspective, however 
considering the current situation as super structural and 
except for the conjunction of the text, it is quite possible to 
say that feeling of longing in Syrian students predominates. 

It is an expected result that the average number of words in 
a sentence is the highest in Cl level compared to other levels 
and the average number of words increases as the level gets 
more advanced. 

The number of misspelt words also decreased. The length 
of the process and duration of interaction with Turkish as a 
foreign language, interaction of students concretely with 
more Turkish inputs (such as social and cultural 
environments besides their educational environments) 
brought along this decrease in misspellings. Misspellings in 
conjunctions can often be observed among the native 
speakers of Turkish because these misspellings are common 
for them as well. Also, students interacting with the social 
environment started to use foreign words that take place in 
Turkish (even if the usage is wrong). These words are the 
ones they did not learn during their language education; such 
as “barber (berber)”. This shows that foreigners that learn 
Turkish are also affected by the “incorrect usage of foreign 
words” or “foreign word imitation” problem that are 
frequently seen in billboards and signs in Turkey. 

Students that can make references, can often make 
alterations in Turkish too. The increase in average number of 
words and the usage of alteration elements can be explained 
with the efficient usage of conjunctions, so the variety of the 
conjunctions increased as well. 
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The higher number of coherence relations when compared 
to number of sentences can be explained with the fact that 
students make more complex structures and they can 
fictionalize different coherence relations in one sentence. 
This is also in line with the typological structure of Turkish. 
Turkish language can contain more than one coherence 
relations within a sentence. In parallel with this result, the 
efficient usage of conjunctions as affixes is increased. These 
two results are consistent with each other. 

In general usage of coherence relations, while 
resemblance relations are more frequently used in A1 level, 
their usage decreases gradually through B1 and Cl levels. 
However, in A1 level texts “contrast” and “exception” 
relations are never used as they require higher level of 
thinking skills (compared to parallel and elaboration). 
Exception and contrast usages are encountered in B1 and Cl 
levels in an increasing fashion and this shows that students, 
during their language learning process, started to internalize 


the language and realizes their higher thinking skills in the 
foreign language as well. The increase in cause-effect 
relations is consistent with this situation as the level gets 
higher. In the usage of contiguity relations, the number of 
usage gets lower as the level gets higher. Considering each 
level and three thinking types, the usage of resemblance and 
contiguity relations decrease while cause-effect relations 
increase. It can be stated that Syrians learning Turkish 
improve their thinking skills related to the target language as 
the level increases. However, this assumption, if and only, is 
possible by determination of how individuals, whose mother 
tongues are Arabic and Turkish and whose educational levels 
and ages are the same, use coherence relations and by 
comparing the results afterwards. With the implementation 
of this kind of studies on world languages, thinking skills in 
languages and reflections of these skills on linguistic coding 
shall be designated. 


Annex 


Cohesion Measurement Tool 


Cohesion Type 

Sample (Sentence) 

1. Reference 

1.1. Endophora 

a. Personal pronouns 


b. Reflexive pronouns 


c. Demonstrative pronouns 


d. Relative pronoun 


e. Demonstrative adjective 


f. Comparative 


1.2. Exophora 

a. Personal pronouns 


b. Reflexive pronouns 


c. Demonstrative pronouns 


d. Relative pronoun 


e. Demonstrative adjective 


f. Comparative 


1.2. Ellipsis 

a. Sentence elliptical 


b. Subject elliptical 


c. Object elliptical 


d. Adverb elliptical 


e. Suffix elliptical 


1.3. Substitution 

a. Substitution (Noun) 


b. Substitution (Verb) 


c. Substitution (Sentence) 


1.4. Connectives (Conjunctions) 
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